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A Vindication of his Vindication of 


‘Jofant-Baptifme, from the Exceptions of 


M. Harrifon, in his Pœdo- baptiſme oppugned, 
ndnd from the Exceptions of his 
chief digreſſions of his late Apology,. 
from the manner to the matter | 
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To the VVorthipfull the Major and 


5 Burgeſſes of St Albanes, withthe reſt of my 
worthy and loving Auditours there, 


grace and peace. 


* M leviag friends, 


and every evil am, 3. 16. . 
mong ſt other evils to which our divi 10nS may: 


© midwife, corrupt have been one m 
gna among ft them,that which the birth-right of 
anti to the Covenant, and ſcal of initiation, hath been breacht with 

that confidence, as though the abettours bad hope, that that leaven 


would leaven the whole lnb. 

Not lang e coming to you, there was A book fet forth by an 
ancient friend of mine, Which becaufe it was adorned with much art 
reading ( thing?) formerly rare to be eund i in the writers far that o- 
Pinien, ) there was eo * triumph in it, as ſometi mes by the 

in their Goliah. And ‘whe, the of if. 
rael mot alittle mobel it. eupon my [elf (as having more 
Leafure then many abler ) called wpe friends to ſtan i up 
in — of truth. And others with m [elf quickly made it ap- 
pear, that the Autbour in whom there wer much triumph, had ra- 
vad a better face on, then added any gr th to My errour. 
arguments brought by bim, ſe that are ordinary in 
Aan padobap Aptifis mouth, were 22 ard utterly 
The vindication Sime which fir put forth: was 
Cataskeuaſticall to confirm truth, parsly er, te 
the abjettions of the al ver[ary, My! learned opponent hath not 
publifor an anfwer to either, onlyin an for for the manner of 
a. tanquam canis ad Nilum, be Hab here and iber iven 


touch about the matter. Buta — Minifte? bat 
| | A2 | tempted 


H F. james fo long fince afferted, that th ries 
W. 
‘ 
| | 


af ofit, we ome to God, but 4 


the induſtry 
fied 


and that it omg 


tempted the, ep nation sof arguments, which. I 


or confirmation of Infant-B aptifime. 245 exceptions I here 7 
ae with what M. T — hath inferted material in ins Apolo- 
And this Vindication of my former labour, I thought good to 7 
toyou. Thatif providence foould hereafter | 


mne, this may remain as ateftimony of to 
with you in the time of Boglands dir 


haven of reft, good help to a comfortable fubfiftance. . — har 
by it you be the better. — against i/imes 4 of thefe, that- 
ctaſe not to labour to draw i[ciples after them. 


1 oppofition that i made to truth, 13 to the confcientious fos 
it, an affiction that ij grievous. Therefore to make 


age, which ‘we 


the eroſſe: 


eur ſelves have need 2 fweeten t 
crolſe never ſtems intolerable, ier we 


be ay Seeial ufes that may and ought to arife 2 the e 
han 
Fr. to fee further into she grounds of, and to bemore ferled in the 
es a queffioning of agood title, though it make it not more 
yet uſual it renders it more cleer, becaufe the grounds of its fir ~ 
phd » are by Search found ont and laid open, And ſo hath it been, and 
te om bt to be with us of this preſent age, in thus ſpirituall title of Chri- 


lian Infants, Aud f any new grounds or arguments be added to 


cleer an ancient pratlife; Invain, and unjuſi is that pretended te 
51 the antiquity of ‘the thing, which is — o of God as 4 


of bss fervants, the of the gro- 
od tebe an occafion 


» foonld ufé it more holily,t0 cut off acca 
thofes Antipadgbaptifts doc doe wor 


Bpaccafion of the abu/es of Infuse. ime. ere it performed 


ould cary more brau- 
wish igand hove Iefe ppahtien again? ould wit 


an an boly and bonourableufeaf that. priviledse for our childr 


more the grounds and nature of Infant-E are cle rhe 
‘inabled to ule it ia mth, The. more 


The 


ber. 


attion, I 22 


the oppofitian and vindscation of arb, 10 be excited te. 


maywe be moyed- 
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sion, that d inbærent in us, and 


which only inGufancy t 
not by the 2215 
which is to be procured by praier. Thu wonld not o 


shemoft and leſt prasers, they 


am: and fo bumble our [elves the more, for tha von 
propagated from uu. 7 ho more may 
veo fee neceffity ef vertus to flaw from Chriff to to them 
to the favour, and Image of God: and ſo to have this ordinance (of 

are capable) fanttified to them, which works 


done, but mor ally by vertue of 


af God on it, But would not exceed the limits of 


tom my Study 
16 


with my daily praicrs, that God wonld bleffe this 
laboursto you, and glorifiebu Word amongyow, lam 
* 


in all Chriftian 
| | | 
> 
at S. Albant, 


ble ffing, 
3 quicken pa 
cry for a bleſſing on this Ordinance to their Infants: but 
shemeto chuſe the time of moft folemn Affemblies for it, when 
may more comfortably expect the ble 
Epiftle ; 


Melia and ſirrice 
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But when M. umbes his book came A I found it for 
the moft patt an apology for the manner of his writing, 
not a defence ofthe matter: and that 


reply to M. no 
Leader and a 


‘Peoples Vantage to harden 


Aving ſome moneths ſince 
| fence of Infam-Baptiſme, by way of an- 
ſwer toa Diyine of note; It not long ſince 
met with an anſwer from ag obſcurer Au- 
chour: to which I drew a replß; 
But hearing a rumour. of an anſwer in the preſſe by M. 
Tombes, which was expected to be of greater ftrength, 
T withheld my hand — publiſhing my anſwer to the 
firſt: that I might, if I faw caufe, anſwer both t er. 


againſt ex- 
ceptions taken by M. Mar fhall. And for the defence of the 7 
matter,that is promis d, not yet performed.’ therefore 
thought it convenient to torbear the publication of mip =| 
longer: becatileheisameighbour, | 
gue: leſt by delay of my reply, the = | 

— of ſuch perſons is) take ad- 
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ptiſme, from the exceptions of Me #arrifon, 

in his Pœdo-baptiſme oppugned, 
M. Harriſons Epiftleto bis Pœdb. baptiſine impug- 


N. 3 need animadverfion, For firlt he he ws bis con- 
1 se fidence of a thing as certain, whercot by his 
lese, he neither hath nor doth produce certain 
* 10,11. even at aur doors: for, for that prophecy, 3 T2. S. He 
that ſhall deny its accompliſhment in part in Luthers daies, and 
ſhal l not onely be injurious to our worthies, but oppofe 
manifelt truth : and how long the complement of it may be del y- 
ed now, Scriptures difcover not fo clcerly, as to give ground cor 
From his affertion he infers a double duty. 1. To depart-ont of 
Babylon: which is indeed a duty pertinent to all, fince the firſt 
difcovery of Antichrif:and the more fully Babylon is laid ofen, 
and the neeret the is to her fall, the more carefull fhould we be to 
diepart from ber. Bae l proof from Job. 4. 24. is ill applied, 8 


well a weakly expounded, Sith the ſcope of that place is net 


A Vindication of his Vindication of Infant-Ba- 
ned, examined. 
RN 1.15 
NM. Harrifons book there is an Epiſtle pretixt to 
be Reader, whercin fome ee anc | 


(2) 
gain the traditions of men, but againſt the pomp andſhadews of 
Allcb g. thelaw, Which had their rife ftom God, till“ times of Refor- 
mation. Which being then at hand, Chrift- told the weman of 
Samarias That Christians were to perform worſhip ſpirituall 
without pomp, and in truth without ſnado ws. 
is ſecond duty inferd is, to impart to others what ag 2 we - 
have vectiveds which is alfoaChtiftian duty, fo we take heed, 
that we communicate not our ou dreams for the viſions of God. 
T othe ſirſt of tbeſo duties ( he faith) ſo farre as thorom grace be had re- 
bia fpivis bach freely ſubmittad without cunſulriaꝑ with ehh and 
blood, (The toe.ordinary binderances perſous iiping by 72 Kc. 
Wherein while he feems to declare (that I fay not boaft — in- 
tegrity. I feat he doth bewray no ſmall infirmity: for if in tat 
expreſſion of ſubmitting without conſulting with fleſh and blood, 
he, (as I conceive he doth) allude to that of Paul, Gal. 1. 16. he 
dangerouſiy mifapplycth that to bimſelt, as 2 common duty, 
Which was dthing peculiat to the cofidition of S. biqſelf. 
Who in that chapter, aſſerting the authority of his doctrin· affirms, 
that he had it not by the miniſtery of man, but by immediate re- 
velat ion, Gal, 1. 11, 12, 15, 16. Aud ſe not conferring with fle and 
(ies with any man to tereive ihſttuction from them) H- 
vent into Aralla to preach, & c. Now henee tor ordinary men, that 
receive knowledge of truths by means, to avoid conſultation with 
thefe men, that are their iuperiouts in grace and years, and run 
on in diwuiging no tell opinions upon their Own heads, 
tos common no is it bett a plain abuſe ef S. 
petuliur priviledge, who having immedirte revelation, Was 
without need of confulration with men, whith we ate not? 
Dio tbe ſtrend duty mentioned, be makes this book a branch of bis 
found roa liginx, iefires the reader to inform bim. ‘And that 
tze work that by Gods affiftance I fhall ne perform. 2 
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W berein the 4, things premifed, Chap, ic Sect. 17 of 

my vindicia, are ‘vindicated from Me Hartiſons ex- 


A Aker Harrifens Anfwer begins fr with exceptions, agai 
Mine — ptemiſed by me in my vindicke, | The, 
whereof was, that athing may have teſtimony of Seripture for 
‘CWO wales, implicitly, or expreficly: this he freely grants, 
pag.t. The ſecond was, that there is great difference between an 
ordinanco it ſelf, and fome particular circumftance or ſubj ct, to 
which that ordinance is to be applyed. Touching this ſecond, he 
affirms there is fomewbat in it true, fomewhat falſe: He cenfelfeth that 
true, that there ta diff rence between an Ordinance, and {ome parti- 
cular circum ftanse of it: Bus he denyes that the ſubject of Baptifme ws 
gncer ly, or in any Scripture. ſence circumfantiall to it. Wherein he 
hath firſt foyſted in the word meerly, to wireſt the ſenſe of my 
words, to countenance his confutation. Secondly he addes in a 
— Scripture ſenſe circumſtantiall, as though this term circumftance 
were a Scripture phrafe, whereas it'sa term of art, not uſed or 
defined in Scripture, and fe. his expreflion of circumftantiall in 2 
Scripture fenfe is umproper, unlearned, and abſurd. Then fur 

he gives the definition of a circumſtance, to be that which doth 
not of is felf deſtroy, er constitute the ſulſtanco of that whereof it u a 
circum l ance. But this definition I deny, unleſſe he put in his oun 
foyſted word mer, or accidental: a meer circumftanec. For who 
ever doubted to call the perſon acting in any thing a eircum- 
ſtance, as well as time and place ? nay the perſon is the firſi in 
that did verſ-, compriſing ſeverall eireumſtances. 
Qu, Aud. Obi, Qeibus auriiis, ( ur, Quomodo, Quands, 
Now in Baptifme there be two pet 
ſon ad miniſtring. and the perfon to whom the adminiftration is 
to be applyed. Both theſe may properly ba termed circumſtan- 
ces,confiderable in or about the action or Ordinanee of Baptiſmeʒ 
Though the nature of the Ordinance be mard without them. 
And yet I ay it isnot neceflary, * the whole extent of * 
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fons conſider able: che pere | 
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of thefe circumftances muſt be expreſt. Anabaptiſts muſt ac 
knowledge it, touching the perfon adminiſtring; or elſe Ba- 
ptiſme by women, and men not in office, uſed by ſome of them, 
(wherein they ſy mbolize with Papiſts in the thing, though not in 
the ground) mutt be left by them as an unwritten corruption. 
And Lundertake to prove itin the other. And that I meant a 
eircumſtance, in this ſenſe he might cafily have perceived. Firft 
becauſe I adde, or a fubjectexegetice. And ſecondly becauſe I re- 
quire for it implicit warrant out of Scripture, whereas meer cit- 
cumſtances of time and place require not gronnd of Scripture :t 
light of nature and divine prudence, is fufficient to regulate them. 
And therefore what he hath diſcourſt about. circumſtauces, pag. 2. is 
falſe or mifapplyed. 
I added · as for the Or dinance it ſelf, as the ſetring up of Bx 
ptiſme as a Sactament of the Goſpel- Covenant, renewed by 
Chriſt. It requires expreſſe warrant in the word, which I {et 
down againſt Bekarmime maintaining the contrary, lib. de ſaer. 
nat. & defin, 9.2. Wherein my meaning is: That Cbriſt ians 
might not have made uſe of water, to figne parties to be initiated 
into the Chriftian Church, as circumcifion was in uſe in the Je w - 
ifh Church, without expreſſe warrant from Scripture, But in 
_ deciding the extent of the circumftance of the perfonor ſubject 
tobe initiated under the Goſpe l there implicit warrant may fufs 
fice: for of the mere weight and importance any thing is, the 
mots cleer warrant are we to expect for it. Now the being of an 
Ordinance in the Church is ef more confequence, thena part of 
that ſubject to which it is to be applyed. And therefore bis di- 
Scourfe about palm the Baptift, and pag 2. is here uſeleſſ-, asin it 
ſelf it is to me nonſence. Neither did adde in vain: That when 
we have Baptifme appointed as a Goſpel Ordinance, to whomſo- 
ever we finde by ground in Scripture, that it doth of right belong, 
there we may apply it. This I fay is not vain, unleſſ: he can pro — 
it falſe, which he therefore indeavours, pag. 3. Where he faith by 
grounds and principles in Scriptures, I mean ſuch as are taten out of 
the old Tefament. But he might have remembred that of al} the 
fx. grounds, brought by me to. cleer the title of beleevers Infants 
to Baptiſme: onely one of them is feteht out of the old Teſta- 
ment, the other five are out of the New. Therefore I cannot 
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(5). 
mean onely, nor chiefly, grounds out of the old Te 8 
was therefore but a fetch, to put an ill gloſſt upon a — —— f 
dut I fay indeed aftet wards That the Scriptures ofthe new Te- 
ſtament have a ſufficieny to direct in Goſpel Ordinances, yet not 
without takin in fome grounds and principles from the old Te- 
filament, which M. Tombes acknowledgeth in the Chriſtian Sab- 
bath : bat for this, Ad. H. 1 confident to make me of another minde. 
But ſure his confidence doth exceed his skill. But ſaith he, this 
pofition is fo derogatory from the Kingly, and Propbeticall office of 
Chrift, pag.3- But I would know of him whether Chrift were 
not a King and a Prophet to the Jewith, as well as to Chriſtian 
Churches? And whether that inſtruction that the Churck had 
by penmen of Scriptures under the old Teſtement, were not by 
vertue of Chriſts mediation, as well as that under thenew? And 
if fo, what derogation is it from Chriſt, to take in ſome grounds 
out of the old Teſtament, fith theſe former revelations were from 
him alſo? And is not Chriſt a perfect law-giver, if he adde to 
the Scriptures of the old Teſtament, fo much as Goſpel - almini- 
{tration doth require? Doe the Scriptures of the new Teſtament 
give ſufficient direction about uſur inceſt, without taking 
in ſomething from the Seriptures of the old? It is therefore ſuffi- 
cient to make Chriſt a perfect Law-giver, and as faithfull as Mo- 
fes; that he hath added in the Scriptures of the neẽ Teftamenr, 
whatfocver was needfull to be added, :o his own revelations in 
the Scrip:ures under the Old. And if le affirm that Chrift caunot 
be accounted a perfect Lam. giver and Prophet, or faithſul as Moſes, 
Doleſſe all commands and Ordinances that concern Chriftians, be as 
folky and plainly exprest in Scripture of the new Teſtament, without 
any light from the Old, as the Ordinances of the Jews were by Moſcs: 
| Surely be will be found the accufer of Chriſt, not I. For, were 
f the pattern of the Gofpel as full and plain as that ofthe Law, I 
fay no’,how ſhould the Aſſembly of Divines be fo long in find- 
ing it? Buthow fhauld thoſe, (that it may be you mors refpeA); 
be fo backward to give in their modell? Sure it would neither 
have required much time nor pains, to have given a modell of 
Leviticall Ordinances, order and D. ſeiplins. And there fore let 
M. Har. take heed, leſt by inconfiderate {peaking fur Chtiſt, he 
lay down falfs grcuads to condemn 1 a 
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For proof of my aſſertion. That we mutt take in fome ground, 
from the Scriptures of the old Teſtament, for our direction in the 
uſe of Gefpel-ordinances. I inſtance in the Chriftian Sabbath, 
where M. Tembes confeffeth it. pag. 28. He anfwers, he findes mo 
ſuch thing in that page of M. Tombes bis book, But (I fay) it is for 
Want of fight: fer doth not M. Tombes citinguifh there of Go- 
ſpel worfhips or Ordinances, that ſome are poſitive onely, con- 
ſiſting in outward rites, and others are in part morall? And in 
theſe later, they allow an inftitution, or command in the old 
_ Teftament, as obligatory to Chriftians. Is not this the — 
which I affirmed ? But now let us fee M. Har. plaiſter: He fait 

it maketh not hing for the purpofe, whether we conſider arule for one 
day in feven, which is naturall and morall, inftituted in paradife, Where 
-firtt he fpeaks unfcholarly : natur all, inſtiuuted in P aradife : for na- 
turall and inftituted worfhip, are two oppoſite things; It natu- 
rall, then it wes not inſtituted : If inſtituted, then not naturall. 
The truth is, there is a double morall, t. Natur. 2. Ex infii- 
tuto, That time be fet apart for the Worſhip of God, is mo- 
roll by nature; But chat ſueh a proportion of time, as one day in 
ſexen be confeerated to God, that is morall by inſt itution, being 
inſſ ĩtuted in Paradiſe, before fin or ceremony. But how could 
we have known this inſtitution, but by NMoſes his relation? So 
then we could not know, that it is an Ordinance of the Gefpel, 
to obſerve one of ſeven holy unto the Lord, withour that Miniliry - 
performed by Mees. Again, it being a Goſpel · ordinance, that 
every firſt day ofthe week be kept holy to the Lord; I would 
‘fain know of M. Harriſon, where he can finde direction for the 
manner of ſanctity ing this day, without recourfe tothe old Te- 
ſtament e If not, I have proved what I intended, that for dire- 
ction in ſome Goſpel ordinances, we are tofetch light from the 
My ſecond inftaneeis in exco nmunicat ion, for which we have 
expreſſe warrant : yet fome circumſtances, as, ho may apply it, 
and to whom, ate not fo expreſſe: but they are coll'geable from 
generall grounds of Scripture. Here A : Harrifon [aith, pag. 5. He 
knowes not what I mean by[ fo cæpre {fe | Bathe might know that 
J am by this inftance making it good, that exprefle warrant in 
dctip ure isnot requifite in all particular circumſtances of Go- 
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ſpel ordinances, But implicit from generall gro 
fubj ect or — to whom they are to be apolied. Bus he al 
be fall enfily prove, shat ¶ briſt hath left direction fufficieat for this 
particular, without fending us to Moles ; He ſhould have faid with 
out fending us to the Scriptures of the old Teſtament, or rather 
Rave expreſt neither here, where indeed the queſt ion is onel 
whether Chriſts direction for the petſons excommanicating — 
to be excommunieated be explicit yy hich it he can eaſily prov 
not withſtand ing the diff:rence of me ſu learned and godly re 
them, its pity he had not been Prolocutour of the Aflembl 
Bat for the perfons in whom the authority of convening, — 
| admonifhing, and eæcommunicating refides : our § 
[ath be, hath determined to be, Diſciples as Difciples. Why then are 
women to doe all this, fure they cannot doe this without {peak~ 
ing, which is not permitted to them inthe Church: yet M. H. 
will not deny women to be Diſeiples. For the perſon to d:clare it, 
( faies le) it be him whons the Church ſbal leck, as be faith ap- 
pears from, 1 Cor.5.4,5. In name of Lord peſus Chrift when 
are gathered together, and my Spirit with the power of our Lord fe. 
{us Chrift : To deliver ſuch an one to Satan, And now what ex- 
preſſe teſtimony is here for the perfon declaring? Juſt none at all, 
yea indeed that one perfon declare the ſentence in the nam? ot tbe 
reſt, is an act of order, to which we are led by the light of aature 
to avoid confuſ io. 
Fer the perſons to beexcommunicated be findes, be faith,two forts, 
1. Perfons after admonition perſiſting in fcandalous fin; But Gift be 
mutt know that we read of no admonition, appointed to beufed 
tothe inceftuous perſon, whence fome gather, that ſome fins are 
bo gtoſſ, that they deferve excommunication facto. _ Second- 
he ſhould remember the difference that is aout enumerating 
ſtcandalous fins, and how that is to be determined by way of col- 
lection. Secondly be addes fuch as after pains taken with them, to 
convince them, perfift peremptory, in bolding and maintaining Hare» 
fess Ar, i. e. Quinovas fibi eligi opimiones, comm fandamento 
tis pug nantes 9g, mordicns defenait, Paſer Cra: Lexit. NOW 10. 
M. Har, can be content to conſult with fleſti and blood, hu he 
chinles it makes for him: for he brings a ſentenec out of Peer, 
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bol the text, when they are but out of Pafersexpofition. I thought 


he would not have grounded his followers faith, on mans authori- 
ty. But what aro his obfervations ? 1. They maf? be fundamen- 
tall errours: but as * able men as Paſor diſtinguiſh herefies into fuch 
as are fundamentall, and ſuch as are not fundamentall. 2. They 
muft be ob ſtinately aſſerted. That ie, after the firſt and fecond admo- 
nition. 3. They muſt appear to ariſe from choiſe, not weaknes : but 
this is a weak obſervation i as though, what were of weakneſſe 
could not be of choice; Whereas many chef: many things out of 
weaknes, and therefore this was but a poor collection, tecxempt 
from cenſure the groſſeſt hæreticks, Arrians, Antiſcripturiſts, &. 
If they hold theſe damnable Herefies, unleſſe forſooth it appear 
they doe it out of pravity of heart and aff:ction, they ‘thall not 
be obnoxious to ¢xcommunication. That is, they fhall not 
injoy that remedy to cure their infirmities. Is this found Divi- 

nity? 

Thus Ihave cleared my fecond thing, premifed from his ex- 
ceptions, But I muſt now alittle look back, and take notice of 
fome paflages, not only falſe but foul, that have ſlipt from M. H. 
pag. 3 · Where be tells us, that the writings of Moſes and the Prophets, 

were at their Covenant was, at leaf the administrations of their C o- 

venant, faulty, smperfett at the beſt, abſtracted from the writings and 
adminiftrasions of the new ( avenant. Were the writings ef MHoſes 

and the Prophets faulty and imperfect without the writings and 
adminiſtrations of the new Teftameat? Then they were ſo till 

the new Teftament was written, and the adminiſtration of it 

inftitated, And what is this, but to exclude all under the old Te- 

ſtament, from compleat means of ſalvation, and fo from {falvati- 
on it ſelf: which how falſe, horrid, uncharitable, and popith is 

it ? Popith I fay, for if this be true, the Saints of the old Teſta- 
ment could not enter into bliſſe, till Cbriſt were exh bited, and fo 
mutt be imagined to be in fem: limbo. Nay how apparantly con- 
traditory is his aſſertion, to many dictates of the holy Ghoſt ? 


Pfal. 19.7. The Law of the Lord is perſect converting the foul, Provæ | 


aß. Plal.t2.6, Every word of God ws pure, 2 Tim. 3. 1 3, 16. 
Al Scripture is geven b7 ini piration of God, &, 2 pet. 1. 21. Pro- 
phceg came not in eld time by the will of man, but holy men ſpale as 


they 
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they were moved by the boly and can thefe writings be fal vd 
Is not this to charge the holy Ghoſt fooliſhly? whick is no Tele 
then blaſphemy. He faith alfo, that it could not be faid of Motes, 
thou the eternal life, as of Clxiſt, Joh, 6.68. I confeſſe 
the Lord hath f hat peculiar above the fervarit. But were 
not the Scripturesofthe old Teſtament the words of life, yea of 
eternall life? what then became of thoſe that had no other means 
of falvation, or what thinks he of that Spirit of our Saviour John, 
5. 39? © Bue M. H. argeth Heb. 8. 8 9. where finding fault with 
them he ſaid, behold the daies come faith the Lord, when I will make 
anew Covenant with the houfe of Iudah, not according to the Coves 
nant, & c. But the Covenant there faulted, is the Covenant of 
works, the condition whereof, was the Law given on mount Si. 
nat, which typified the Covenant of works, Ga/.4 24. But had 
the J ews no other Covenant thinks he, but that? Had they not 
promiſes and tipes holding forth Chrift? Had not Abraham the 
Gofpel preached to him? Gal.3 8. Did not Qleſas know and 
ſuffer for Chrift? Heb, 11,26. Effeeming the reproach of Christ 
greater riches; M. H. ſhould therefore have conſidered, that not 
all that was revealed by Moſes and the Prophets was faulted, hut 
the Covenant of works only. They had the Cnvenant of grace 


alſo, which God promiſed at the exhibit ion of Chriſt, to reveal 1 

more clearly, and difpence the grace of it more plentifully : and 3 
this M. H. might leatu, if he were as willing to receive inſtig- 3 
ion from expoſitours on ſuch places as this, as he was from Pa- . 
ſer, on Tit. 3. 19. 


|” My third thing premiſed, was to take the ſtate of the queſſ ion 
Arial ſtated it; In nbich A. H r. faith, ſial frueh j 
iſſus. ‘Though he faith, that it i a ſtrange fallacy of the times £0 Bape 
five allinfants, and to undertake the defence of Baptiziag ſome onely : 
3 Nay, afterwards ke (aith, I Baptixe more then I am able to make good, 
But the truth is the ftating of the queſtien, touching children of 
believers, is neither a fallacy, nor flowes it from diſability, but 
to diftinguith controverfics, and facilitate the difpute? for he 
Rnowes well enough, that thefe are diftin® diſputes, whether 
children ot any believers are to be Baptized ? and what ff ion 
of faith doth make a man ſo to be reputed a believer, as to con- 


vey this priviledge to his children? 12 the formet controvet 


being 
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(10) 

being ended, this later may have its due place: and therefore 
what M. H. dictates here about fallacy or difability, is indeed fae 
hacious adfaciendum populum. 
My fourth thing premiſed, that I muſt have liberty to chuſe 
and order mine own weapons, M. Har. vob, and af. 
ter fets down his pur peſe and method, to anſ mer me only in his own way, 
without reference to M. Tombes, whow he hints to have a peculiar 
way of maintaining his tenent, and then that be will fet down the ſub- 
france of cach argument with its confirmation, aud ſo anfwer it; But 
I doubt he will be found more fair in promiſc, then in petfarm- 
ance : but to the tryall. 


— 


Mberein my firſt ground for Infant. Baptiſme, from 


Gen. 17.3. Deut. 30. 6. Act 2.39. 1m cleared from 
M. Harriſons exceptions, 


M. firft ground for Infant-Baptifms was drawn from Cen. 
17.7. Deut. zoss. Ad. a. 30. Whence he propoſeth the fam 
of the argument thus ; To whom the Gofpel Covenant is extend- 
in the Charehes of Chriftians, to (hem the Sacrament ofiniti- 
ation,appointed for that adminiſtrat ion of the Covenant, (Viz. 
 Bapedme) doth belong, 44,10 47, But to Infants of belicving 
parents, the Gofpel Coyenant is extended in the Churches of 
Chrift; Jen. 17.7. Dent. 30.8. Ad. 2.3.9. This faith Ad. H. the 
ſum, and What i further alledged N keferencs to N. Tombcs his Aer. 
mins, that he faith be will leaʒe to M. Tombes to make goed But 
M. H. ſhould have taken notite of thoſe things brought fer con- 
fitmation ot this argument, that concern not M. Tombesin; parti- 
eylar, but all opponents in generall, as what I deliver at large for 
the ſenſe of that place, Gen. 9.7. pag 10,1 1,13,14. WMberein 1 
explain and confirm our ſenſe of childrens being in Covenant 
with their parents, which he hath unfaitly paſſed by without ta- 
king notice of: but 1 will conſider his anſ er which he gives in 
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Firſt faith he, I tuom of Gofpel ¶ ovenant, that polen 
Jer. 3 1. 31. Quoted by ‘the Apoſtle, Heb. 10. 16,17. 
what thinks he of that? Sen. 12.3. In thee ſtal all the families of ile 
earth be ble. And the places cited by mo, doe not they ſpeal of 
a Goſpel Covenant at firſt? Gen. 17. 7. I will be thy God, aud the 
Ged of thy feed Is not that a Gofpel Covenant? Wo, /aith AM. H. 
pag. 8. There is nothing from the &. to the 15, ver. of Gen. 17. of 4 
Gospel Covenant : but only a promiſe of Canaanto Abraham and bis 
feſoch feed, and a duty to be circumciſed, as atoken of hat flefoty Co- 
wenant to be ſubmitted to on Abrahams part, and his fleſtiy feed, But 
is this confident aſſertion true? Is not, I will be thy God,aGofp:l~ 
Covenant? Are they not the fzme words which the Prophet u- 
{eth in exprefling the Gefpel Covenant? Jer.31.33. I vill be tileir 
God, aud they foall be mypeople, Again, is not the Coven:nt with 
Abraham? ver.7, the fame with that, ver.4. of the ſume, Cen. 17. 
and that a Goſpel Covenant by the verdi@ of the holy Ghoft ? 
Gal,38, As Ames anſwers Bellarmine diſputing j iſt againſt all 
Proteſtants, as M. H. doth againſt me. Legimus Deum, & e. We 
read ſaith 2 Bellarmine, that God when be injoined circumeiſſon to Bellar. 
Abraham, aid promife onely earthly things, i. e. propagation of poſte- de (act 
rity,and the landof paleſtine. Aud again. Ero Deus tua: wilt 
be thy God, holds forth, ſaith Bellarmine, onelya promife of peculiar 
protection. To whom Ames aifwers, proving from, Matth. 32.32. 
Jam the God of Abraham: And whence our Saviour gathers rhe 
reſutrection to bliſſe, that in theſe words I will be thy God: ther’s 
a Gofpel promiſe, or Chrift ſhould hive argue ut fillily from it. 
_ Agair, is circumeifion only atokenof a ficihly Covenant? Hou] 
doth M. Har. again joyn with Papiſts againſt Proteſtants, nay 
the worſt of Papifts? for many Papiſts acknowledge circumci- é 
ſion to be a feal of geßte but Bellarmine denizs it of cirenmeiſſon, gel. 5.1. 

end all other Sacraments of the Jews, with whom M. H. Joins, de «fede 
in makin bir cumciſion in the inſti: ution of it, onely a toxen of a 
fleſhiy Covenant, Is this to come out of to ſide 
with Papifts againft Proteſtants in the doctrine of the Sacrament? 
And how croſſe is this to the Apoſtle, making circumeifion a 


{eal of the righteouſaeſſe of faith? Rom. 4. 11. Yea, bow plainly 
doth the Scriptures hint, that the circumciſſon of the flein 
Was the Sacrament, “fignejor feal of the circumeiſion 
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te See Deuronomy 30.6, Rom: 2. 28, 29. Coll 2. 51. 

pes is nothing in Ge. 17. from ver. 6. to 15. {pokemof, but 
onely a promiſe ot Canaan to Abraham and his fleſnly feed? Ge. 
What thinks he of ver. 1 2, 13. where others then e4brabams 
flefhly feed. were to be circumcifed, which had nothing to dos 
with Canaan? And what faith he of //mae/, to whom its certain, 
the promiſe of Canaan did not belong? Its ſtrange M. Har. will 
let flip ſuch groſſe things in a way, that he knowes they will be 
{canned, and that a man who in {hew is ſo againſt Popery, ſhould 
broach fo much of it, whether of ignorance or choife, he beſt 

knowes. Sure (methinks) this ſhould ſtartle his followers, to 
bemifled into fo apparent breach of their proteſtation, which is 
to maintain the Doatrine of the Church of England againſt all Po- 

pery: yet here and in other places following, they are taught to 
{peak the language of Rome, againſt the Proteſtant doctrine main- 
tained in the Churches of Exg/and. But I proceed: Neither mere 

they, faith M. Har. any other waies ſe parated, but externally, and ty- 
picaly. What, was there not fiill an election among the jews, 
that were ſepar ted internally as ] fhewed pag.t1? Were not the 
Jews feparated to be Gods vifible Church and kingdom, where- 
in the inviſible Church is contained as wheat and the chaſſeꝰ and 
by their exter nall ſeparation were they not accounted children, 
and pattakers of all externall Church priviledges, Rom. 9. 45. 


from which aliens were exempt and counted as dogs without? 


What is more apparant in the face of the Scripture then thefe 
things? And is not thus much held forth ? G4¼. 2. 15. For was 
not a Jew then a name of Religion, anſwering in that ſtate of 

the Church to the name Chriftian now, as appears plainly from 

Kom. 2. 28,297 And are there net. carnall and externall Chrifti- 

ans now, as there were Jes chen? as I bave ſhewed pg. 14. 

and you muſt confeſſe, unleſſe you deny the Chriſt ian Church to 

harbour any hypocrites, or carnall Chriftians contrath to daily 

experience, and divers parables of our Saviour recorded, A.. 13. 

Thefetiiings l have proved in my Anſwer to M. Tombes, nag. 10, 
33514. And them without anfwer, and af- 


m the contrary without proof, is very beggatly diſputing. 
No let us fee whether Dent. 30.6. be — a r 
Taucbing which M. Har. firft faith, he acver 


beard any account t har a 
Gofal 
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(iz) 
reading or confulting learned Diviness.confaltine with g. ante 
2. He faith, lf I had read over the ſirſt aud fecond verfes, and ob 
ferved the condition, I would have known it tobea ag 
venant made upon mount Sinai, But I tell him more trul , that if 
he had confidered the matter of the promiſe, he might have ſecn 
cleerly, that it is a Goſpel promiſe, becauſe it imports renovati- 
on by Gods {pirit, which Chriſt ‘wor ks on Chriftians, under and — | 
by vertue of the Goſpel Covenant, Col. 2 10,1 1,13. Vea it im. 
the very fame thing with that in er. 31.33. which M. H. 
| confeſſeth to be a Gofpel Covenant. Neuber will his argu- 
ment from the condition hinder, for he ſhould know that there 
Gals. 17. the one of grace begun to Aérabam,the other at mount 
inai 430 years after, and this later is ſtiled by Divines, fadus 
ſubſerviens, as he might have learned from M. Tombes, pag. 102. 
A Covenant ſubſer vient to that of grace, by difcovering fin and 
miſery. and fo need of Chrift, to draw or drive us to him. So 
though God in the beginning ſpeak after the phraſe of the Law, 
that was but to make way for the promiſe in the Goſpel, Which 
he addes in the cloſe above temporary bleſſings. 
But now let us fee what he ſaith to 43.3 9. He bolaly 
that the premiſe to children is onely with reference to calling, and fo 
holds forth no more priviledge to a Chriftians, then tothe childe of 4 
Turk. This is boldly aſſerted, but with little proof, and with 
bow little truth may thus appear: 1 
1. The promiſe mentioned, mut needs relate to ſome parti- 
cular promiſe left upon record in the Word, elſe Petex had ipo- 
ken out of his own head, which the Apoſtles neither did nor 
might doc, Mat. 2 8. 20. Act. 
2. The articléi #7277412, the promiſe, notes ſome eminent 
promif:, and from the ſcope of the Set mon that promiſe is ei- 
dent to be a branch of the Coxenan: of gracde. 
3. That this promiſe did in a peculiar manner belong to the 
Jews, and to their children. That is, they and their children. 
‘were of thoſe to whom the Covenant did primarily belong, and 
ta the Gentiles ſecondarily, when 12 ſhould call them * 
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4) 
ing to that, Gen.12 3. So thea, the promiſe belonged to the Jews, 
— to their children: They and their children were tA ht 
the Covenant in act, and in regard of outward right, as it is, 
Act 3. 2% 6. To them pertained the Adoption and the Cove- 
nants And fo ſhall the Gentiles when called, as Zacheus, 
injoy thepriviledges of the children of Abraham, And thus the 
Apoltle laid before them a good ground of comfort, to finde par- 
don upon repentance becauie by their prefent Cbutch-ſtate, 
they and their children were children of the Covenant, which 
God would make good, and upon repentarice accept them, fo 
then, bere is a priviledge of children gua children, to be children 
ofthe Covenant, (elſe they are to no purpoſ:, nor with good fenfe . 
here mentioned) and that can be no other then to be federati with 
their parents, which all confeſſe in ſome ſenſe to be fo under 
the old Teſta ment, according to Which diſpenſation the Apo- 
But by the way, y. M. Har. drops us a diſtinction: The Go- 
He Covenant, faith be, may be cetended to per ſons vifibly or inviſi- 
bly ; and be denies Infant to be viftbly within the Covenant. But l 
ante er, it he mean by viſibly, w or that which we know 
to de by evidence ofSeripture, then I ſay, Infants ate tyn to 
be within the Goſpel G@evenant with their parents, which I have | 
proved by thofe teſtimtnies, that yet {peak aloud for all his gag, 
which was cithet too ſhort, or too weak: but if by vifible, he 
means chat which is known to the eie only: then his peſitions 
date falſe For why ſhould not any demonſtrations to reaſon, evi- 
dencifig s per ſons being within Covenant ; be as good ‘a ground 
tot Baptifane, as theſe that “are oculat only ? As.for that which he 
Full, Baptifime, are not ef the vifible Courch by 
| Confeffion of alls Whenes he would gather a contradiction inmy . 
words, pag 7. Its but a fatty, for all but “Anabaptifts ac- 
kagwisdge Infants of Chotch-members to be of the vifible | 
Chureh inregard of right; and the feal may be challenged for 
tbech, Well as for chofe grownup that are converted, towhon 
the Covenant belongs, being a ſcal to confirm’ that 
right, witich we ure ſuppoſed to have, in and 


And thus done with M, Harrifons reply to my firit argue 


CHap, 
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Wherein the for from 
thew being confederates with their parents, is clear- 

ed from exceptions taken ainſ it i M. Tombes 


in bis Apologyspag.40.--47, and the expreſſiun of 


B J paſſe to the ſecond argument, I ſhall thick it needfull 
Dito examine ſome things publiſhed by M. Tombes in his late A- 
pology, to. puzzle this argument drawn from thoſe places that 
thew children to be cent=derates. with their parents, pag. 40. to 
47. Where M. Tombes affirm, that tbe argument which M. Mar- 
fhall, D. Homes, aud M, Seree, being for Baptizsag Infants, 10 
either atautolocy, or equivecation’; The proof he promiferh he 
after, when he ſhall have liberty to examine their intangled di- 
ſcourſes. Great words, but how jult, I fhall in my 
part icnlar, which will be a clearing of my brethremalſo. Having 
24 · i o. produced the place, Gen 177, Iwill eſtabliſh my Cove- 
nant between me and thee, and thy ſced attesthec in their gene- 
rations: fox an everlaſting Covenant, to 5 Iuato thee, and 

feed.after thee... To the meaniag of this place, I in- 
quite firſt, what the priviledge is? Secondly what the extent of it 
is ? For the matter of the priviledge I thew out of Calvin, that 
the Church was ſeiled in Abrahams family, and the //rachites, 

d had the priviledge of adoption, belonging to them in com- 
P To whom pertained the adoption: Aud ſoby a 
birth - priviledge they were fevered from other, Cl. 2. 1 5. We 


bo ate Jews by nature. But now among thoſe i bat had this. 


‘iviledge of common adoption to be reputed children > there - 
be fame ſeparated by the ſectet election,of God, 


fyi favi and ſo e 
made partakers of ſanctiiy ing. print sherl — 


the children of God; In compariſon 

Sometimes fpoken of. as no Lbrabam, 1 — 


2 


+ 


— 
* 
7 
4 
> 
8 
* 
< 
| 
— 
¢ 
* 2 
“¥ 
- 
. 
— 
* 
i 
E 
* 
- — 


@onechet 


though externally. they were the children of the Kingdom, and 
in reference to the Gentiles ate ſo ſtiled, Cant. 8. 11, 12. So then, 
the priviledgeis, that he would bea God to Abraham, and all 
the feed, in regatd of externall denomination, and internal priv i- 
ledges ot a vifible Church, and to the elect in regard of ſpirituall 
Adoption, gracs and glory. After pag. I examining M. 
his exammstion of M. CMarfoals ſecond concluſion, which 
, Tombes deſputes againtt as though it held forth, that all in- 
Fonts of believers,are fo in Covenant with their parents, as to have 
faying graces intay led on them: which ] fay is not onely againſt 
Proteſtants priociples, but believed by. M. Temes himſelt, not 
to be M. Aan galt meaning from pag. 145. of his examen, And 
then pag : 3. I plainly and diſt inctiy lay open our meaning, when 
we ſay children are id Covenant wath their parents: That as it 
Was wir the people of //rae by vertue of the Covenant made 
with Airabam : That the fathers with the children became Gods 
Viſible Church, and fo intitled to, and enjoyed the viſible privi- 
edges of adoption, oracles, ſcalz, Rom. 9 4,5. And the elect a- 
among them enjoyed the vifible grace, which was to be pre ſumed 
o all . till (hey diſcovered the contrary: So now we 
under the Gofpel, by vertue of the fame Covenant, 
{into the patticipatien of which Chriftians are aflumed) believers 
with viſible Kingdom of Chrift, and 
enjoy outward Ch priviledges; And the elect among them; 
ep oy thofe things in truth, ‘which others only have exterfally, 
unc im proteſſton. And this is to be pteſumed of all [ufants of 
believes, till they d iſcover the contrary: And thus have they 
tight to the ſeal oi initiatio. And in this ſenſe are you to take 
the paſſige quoted by you cut of the Directory: That the promi/e 
believers, and to their & c. Thus were my 
my vindicia. Now I reterre ĩt to the judgement of the learned, 
Whether M,Z ombes had any eauſe to complain for want of di- 
ſinctnes in expreſſion, or whether he doth deal ingenuoufly in 
takiog part of my words? (g. A ;. of his Apology) to make 
chem found “barth ad abſurd, ot had cauſe from my words, ro 
‘whether 4 Covenant were all one with a charitable 
Prelumption; with. ſuch like groundles expreſſions, for want of 
lolld matter ot confutation. Neither had be ground to lay, b 
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nome would exponad the w 
would make mens words like a 
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Aud enjoy thereby externall Church- privile 


M. Tombet conſeſſeth, pag. 76. of 


(7) 
ords a Idee, lat be thar 
nofe of wax it he tak | 
on whole, as I havelsid it down above; not 


unfsitly repreſented it. For I conceive the expreffions of the 


Directory, were uſed with reference to the expreſſions of Seri- 
pture : Now the expreſſions in Scripture, Cen. 17. 7. Rem. 9 4. 
to whom pertained the Covenants, 4.3.25. Yea are the chile 
dren of the Covenant, muf}, and uſuaſiy are expounded, as I have 
expounded them. And then its no violent, but acharitable, yeaa 


rationall interpretation of the words of the Directory, to give 


them that fenfe, which we give to the places of Scripture 
whenee they are drawn. The Covenant that the Jews were 
under, none deny to bea Covenant of grace, and of a Covenant 
of grace fpeak, Rem. 9. 4. 4.3. 25. and this Covenant being in 
the ſe places attributed to vifible Churches, all were under the 
Covenant that is truly ſtiled a Covenant of grace; But all are 
not under it ia the fame ſenſe, nor to enjoy thereby priviledg¢s 
of the fame quality : but ſome onely 9 and reputatively, 


fons; a name to live, Revel3.1, and others to enjoy inward gra- 
ces really. And therefore Infants of believers may be ſiid to be 

under the Covenant of grace, and yet no neceſſity to take it in 
that ſenſe, that it is in regard of faving graces. But in that ſenſe 
as it would, and muſt have been taken, if it had been uttered 
touching children of believing Jews, (when I think non: would 
have ſtumbled at it) that they are fo under that Covenant, that is 


‘the Covenant of grece, as to be reputed children, and to be ac- 


counted of Gods vifible Church, entitled to his feals and other 
externall Chu ch-priviledges. Tie Argument that M. Tombes 
urgeth, to prove that the words of the Directory mean, ‘that children 
e ſo under the (Covenant of grave, as to haue a promife of faving 
grace, pag.42. of bis Apology, ate as ftrong againft the true, and 
neceſſiry in · erpretãtion of the Scriptures cited, therefore they 
be but miflakes, Tor Cen. 17.5. is meant of naturall feed, not 
foirituall onely: and then God was in one fenfe the God of Abra- 


: b er the God of his feed, at leaſt ſome of them. 
his Apology, that the fame word i 


fenfes, Rom. 1 1. 17. Joh. 15.3. fo that 


es, a name to be 
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(48) 

of one word in divers fenfes, in one and the fame ſentence peed 
not ſo much offend him. And the inſtruction for doctrine, and 
the inſtruction for petition may well be thus accorded. That 
thoſe ta whom the Covenant of grace doth externally belong, 
for as they are reputed of the viſiblę Church, and to have adopti- 
en belonging to them, Rom 9.4. and foto have right to the ſeals, 
may by the gaodnes of God in biefling his Ordinance, be really 
pertalers of the faving graces promifed, and ſo enjoy tke highett 
- priviledge of the Covenant of grace, internally and really, Bat, 
faith Dt; Tombes, the whole ſeries of the directian inthe Directory 
carries themeaning thus, to wit, that the Covenant that children are 
under, is the-Covenant of faving grace. 

I anſwer, Its true that the Covenant that belongs to children, 

is the Covenant of grace, but fo is the Covenant meationed, Rom. 
9.4. Ad. 3. 25. But the query is, in what ſenſe, and in what re- 
ae ſpect they are ſaid to be under this Covenant of grace ꝰ that is no 
8 then Jewish children were, all to receive a viſible 


| 


p 
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burch eſtate, to be of Chriſts viſible Kingdom: the cle& t para 
take of grace indeed. And therefore I fee no cauſe wliy this part 
of the doctrine of the Directory ſhould cauſe difquiet to the 
~ Church of God: when the off:nce may be removed by a fair 
interpretation: whercto good reafon may lead ue, and charity 
binde us. Ithink with M. Tausbes, that it i great hononrte c 
knowledge and amend errours that are indeedfuch, But this ia aan 
honour, that I think few will conceive M. Tombes ambitious Bae 
(notwithbanding his good counſell to others) that ſhall read. his 
Apology: wherein he fhall ſcarce ſinde any acknowledgement of 
_ ¢grodr in the manner of handling his controyerfy, though I may 
dolly fay, genera ſingulirum, it not fingulagencrum ( for 
Apology, pag.t6, shat told him lus foarpnes mas nfefull). 
. of ſuch as look into Books, judged him not a little faulty in the 
this controversy with M. 
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(ig) 
| Cwap, V. 


Wherein my ſecond Argument for Infant. Baptifme, 
3317518. 1j cleared from M. Har- 


From Rom, 1 1.1, 
riſons exceptions. 


1 Onching my ſecond Argument drawn from Rom. 11. 1 t, &. 
1 A. Harriſon firft complains, that it is confuſed. not /yllogipicall, 
Its rare for a man of his quality, to complain for want of ſyllo- 
gifmes, being afually they have the better ſcope to evade. Then 
he examines my four principles laid down as the ground of my 
argument thence. 

Firſt, That the Jews did gine: to God as bis vifible: 
Church, Thi he grantsto be true e H: and that vifible im- 
ports, for what is viſible is externall; But why he addes typically 
I know not: if he mean it that they were not ſo really, but a ſha- 
dow of vifible Churches under the Goſpel, its apparantly falſe, if 
they were ſo really, though therein they were a type, weakens 
not the edge of my principle at all. 


Second principle, Though fome elect among them, (which Ver. e 6. 
were but a ſmall remnant) obtained mercy, yet the body in ge- 17. 


verall was cnt off, and caſt out of the honour and relation, to be 
the people and kingdom of God, This begramts, 
Third principle, That the Believing Gentiles are received into 
“the place of the Jews cut of, and fo taken into the fellowthip 
bol beliering Jews, to partake of their priviledges, and to be 
| Gods houſe and kingdom with them. This pincheth, aud bere 
be addes qualifications, | 
1. 7% ws all the fe feed of Abraham were with reference to 
Canaan,exrernally the viftble kingdom of Gods fo now all the fpiritnall 


feed of Abtabam with reference to the new ] eruſalem. are Spiritually 
1 of Ged, and through profelfion of faith thevifible kingdom of 


Cod, 1 Pet.2+4,5. 
5 But here 5 to let paſſe his expreſſion, of vifible kingdom 
with reference to C anaan, and ſpiritually the people of God, win 
teference to the new fern/alem, are new coined 
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(€20) 
one, without warrant out of the Werd: as alfo his miſspplication 
of 1 Pets2.5. to the viſible kingdom, which ex; reſſely note the 
{pirituall houfe : to peſſe by thefe : I fay, the verſes quoted by me, 
will make my principle good, for ver.17. And if fome of the 
‘bracches be broken cfhrand you being a wildeOlive tree, weregtaf- 
ed in among them, and with them partakelt of the root and fate 
nes of the Olive tree, is{poken to the body of the Gentiles, that 
viſibly profeft chriftianity, many of which were but chaff: with 
the wheat: how can he then fay it conftrains no more, but that 
the {pirituall'feed are by profeffion the viſible kingdom? Sith the 
chaffe had the fame externall Church-ftate with the wheat: that 
is, the formall with the ſpirituall Chriftian. Its true that the ſpi- 
_ gituall feed by profe ſſion of faith become the viſible kingdom of 
God: but is it not as true that among the Gentile, yea and Jew- 
iſh Prof urs, there were many formaliſts, yet they alſo were 
members of the viſible kingdom with the ſpirituall feed ? 
His ſecopd qualification is, That as the had right to their. 
priviledges by birth, ſo nom all the feed of Abraham, ems and Gentiles, 
through faith, bave right to their priviledges, nat otherwaies. But 
this is a moft falfeaffzrtion, for priviledges of the ſced of Alra- 
kam are either externall, as to be of Gods vifible kingdom, and 
to have the out ward ſeals, or internal, as remiffion of fins, and 
the internall only they have by faith i the externall they have by 
- profeffion of faith, as he himſelf confcfleth in regard of vifible 
Churcheftsts, here and elfewhere touching Baptitine now our 
diſpute is about externall priviledges, wherein bis aſſertion is ape 
parently, and by his own principles, falfe, * 
Fourth principle, That the body of the Jews caſt off; thall be 
_ -graffed in again, and enjoy their priftine honour to be the people 
ofGod, and the vifible kingdom of Chri?, though not ſolely, 
yet as fully, nay more gloriovfly then before, Hof f. 10, 1 1. & 
2.23. Rem. 11. 35. 6. Thu be grants,but denies the conclufions 
I The concluſions are, | a 
I. That when the Jews were in their firſt eſtate, their chile 
1 dten were comprchended in the Covenant with them. 


7b 
pag. 10. bat wi ſome addition, they were a flefoly 24 


were in Covenant wish their parents : but this is à corrupt ad- 
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dition, for this males the Covenant a flethly Covenant lv 
which is detogatoty to it, and the Saints under the old rae 


ent. | 

2. Cenclaſ. The Jews that obtained merey kept theie 
and fo muſt needs retain their priviledges ~ chem a orn 
ver. 17. That is, that they and their children ſhould continue the 
viſible kingdom of God: Elf: a Ie ſhould be a lofer in his feed, 
by the coming of Chriſt: for they that before were within, 

e without, and denuded of that dignity which be- 

e they had. 

C luſ. The beliering Gentile facceeds the rejected j: we, 
and becomes one viſible kingdom with the Jews that kept the it 
Ration, and fo muſt inj oy their pi iuviledge, to belong to God 
with their ſeed. 

4. Concliſ. The Jews called, recovering their priſtine cond- 
tion with advantage, the promiſe will be extended to them, and 
to their feed, as /a. 59. 20. And fo muſt it be with the feed of 

_ Chri 15 Gentiles, elſe We make a partition wall under the 

Goſpel. 

the three laſt conclufions M. Har, anfwers together, by 
fained ſenſes which he knows I intend not, only to delude where he 
Cannot anfwer : for why ſhould he irquire whether I mean by 
bation, place and pramiſe, Canaan and csrcumcifion, nd other cere- 
monies, pag. 1 1. that were peculiar parts of the ewifh adminiffration? 

Wheres I have expreſt their ſtation, to be With their feedthe vi- 
ſidle Church or kingdom of Chriſt, to whom pertaineth the ado- 
pt ion, and to whom were committed the oracles of God, Rom. 

2, and to whom were vouchfafed all other priviledges of viſible 
 €borch members. And fuch among them as had the faith th t 
they profeft, injoy ed alſo the ſpirituall priviledges of remiffioi 
ſins, and ſctißcatien, &c. but not theſe only, And that ti e 
Jeus in part ſtanding ſti l, in part breaking of, and the Gentiles 
gra ffing in, is meant of a viſidle Church-ftate, to Injoy OF looſe 
vifible priviledges, in decomiag ot ceaſing to be of Gods viſible 
Church, wherein the invifible is comprehended, but not alore 
meant, may be evidently demoaltrated., 

1. The broken off one ly fell from being members cf a 1 

et. 


Church, and loft. vifble . only, Rom. I 1. Gol 
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not eatt away his. ; ople which he foreknew : for members of 
the invifidle C cannot fall away, they are built upon the 

rock; againſt which the gates of hell cannot prevail: nor can their 


peculiar priviledges be loft ? Such gifts of God are like the feed, a 


1 Pet. 1. 23. Immortal. \ 
2. For the Jews that ſtood imbraeing the profe ſſion of Chriſi: 
33 many were but carnall Chriflians, as appears in that the Church- 

2s received fo much diſturbance from them, and fo kept only 
‘outward Church privibꝭ dges, not in ward graces. 
3. TheGentiles admitted, were good and bad together, ga- 
thered by the draw · net of the Goſpel, who all were of Chrifts 
viſible kingdom, and admitted to out ward Church priviledges, 
from which the former were fallen, but not all of them to invifi- 
ble graces : by all which it appears, how falfely A. Harriſon af- 
firms, that bere is nothing ben or meant of outward birth. priviled- 
> ges, and that all of fuch priviledges as belong tothe Sfiritnall feed, 


. Chriftian, whether of Jews and Gentiles, and fo much the ver- 
ſes quoted by M. H. import, but thats not all, as I have thewed, 
neither ſnould a Chriftian Infant only loeſe fhadewes, to be expun- 
ged out of the vifible Church or kingdom of Chrift. Sith they 
that are out of that pale, are vifibly without God, and without 

hope: a ad condition to put Infunts into, and to the Parents 

Vet one thing more I muſt needs touch, and it is pag. to. If be 

faith A. Hatrifon, shat whereas before they were but externally 

done away, they Were by faith partaters of the ſubſtance Chrif, 

children of God by faith in Chip grant 

and bettered their ſtatios. Here M. Harrifon {peaks as 

tze Iſtaelites while Canaan and other thadowes ſtood, were but 
externally the people of God, nor were partakers of Chriſt tho 

 fabltance, which isa moft erroneous and heretical! opinion, in- 

I Jartous tothe Saints of old,contrary to the expreſſe Word of God. 
chat tells us that eAbrabam rejoiced to fee the day of Chri, Toho 

38.56. And how but by faith ? and ſo did all godly Icaelites: 
What faith was it, Sut a true, living, jatify ing faith, whereby thola 

“ beer did fo great chings, and obtained a good report? And 


. * — — 
~ * * 


Indeed there be {pirituall priviledges belonging to the let 


people and children, wow the ex‘ernall ſbadowes, viz. Canaan bes 
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hd not many of the Jews, yea all that were godly. 2 jt: 
faith before Chrift was preacht ta them by *. a 
thereby had not wrought in them a now grace of faith, but the 
- faith they had, was new circumftanced, directed to look to the 
pare Chrift J efus, as the true Meſſiab already come, whereas 
before, they relyed indefinitely on the Meſſiah promifed to come 
 —asisto be feenin Lydia, Add. 16. 14. So in Simeon and 
Lal. 2. And therefore! ſhall deſire M. Harrifon in ſuch points to 
ſpeal more truly, or more warily, or elſe to forbear writing bodks, 
till he be better grounded in Divinity. And thus I have cleared 

my ſecond argument. 


— 


— * = — 


Cuap. VI. 


n j herein the Argument for Infant-Baptifme, from — 
Rom. 11.11,12, Oc. is cleared from M. Tombes bis 


Aster Tombes, pag-69. of bi Apology faith, I gos upon Rom. 
11. 11,12. and fomewhat more shen M.Marthall,. 
jet he complains for my Want of fyllogizing from it. But that (me- 
thinks) is a needles complaint by a Scholar, when fair mediums 
for H llogiſme are held out: neither doe I think. it needfull, fo. 
ſuperſticiouſly to tie a mans ſelf to rules of art, when by reaſon 
ot variety of mediums, various fyllogifmes mult be made, which 
if needles, fo much time and paper may be fpared : yet ſith he ex- 
sets it, I will now fatisfy his deſire. The conclufion which I 
fa (and he denies not) to be proved, was, that the children. of 
Cite, have the fame priviledge with children of Jews,, a8 
they were comprehended fo under the Covenant with their pa- 
rents, as to be reputed members of the fame viſible kiagdom, and 
tobe fealed with them, this he denies: this I hewed ground for 
by four cleer principles and concluſions, from that Rom, 11. 1. 
which now fyllogife thus. 
That Church · tate. and thoſe out ward 
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which the Jews had by vertus of a pure Goſpel · promiſe, that tbe 
Chriſt ian Jews —— but that the J ews and their feed ſhould 
be Gods viſible Church, and injoy out ward Church-priviledges, 
was a benefit that they had by a pure Gofpcl-Covenant, Ergo 
themajor is clear from ver. 17. of Rom.11. whence my fecond 
concluſion is proved, thet the Jews that obtained mercy kept 
their ſtation. Ihe minor I prove. I will be thy God, and the God 
of thy feed in their generations, Gen. 1 7.7. is a pure Gofpel-pro- 
mile. But by vertue of that, the Jews had this Church ſtate: 
that they and their ſeed were the viſible Church of God, and in- 
joicdeutward Church-priviledges. Ergo. 
Again thus: What Golpel-priviledge the nation ofthe Jews 
had before their rejection, that they fhall recover with advantage 
mt their reſtauration. Tohave their ſeed to belong to Gods vifible - 

kingdom with them, and injoy eatwatd Church-priviledges : 

was aGofpel aly Jews before their fall. 
Ergo, The major is clear from Rom, 11. 2, 26. Hofa.10,11, & 
2. 23. By which my fourth principle, which is in effect the major 

here conir 

te inor appears: For by being Gods viſible kingdom, Chriſt 

be an; all bis benefits were off. ted to them ali, and made good to the 
eelecte which ordinarily were among the m and none elſe, and 

therefore this wWas -a Golpcl-priviledge: Being it conduced 


ſalvation. 
Again thus 
What Chorch-ftate, and priviledges belonged tothe Chriſti- 
m ſews in Pauli time, and ſhall belong to the body of the Jews 
when refiored, (degrees only excepted.) That belongs ro all 
Chritian Gentiles. But to the former belongeth, to have the Co- 
venant withthem and their feed, ſo that the children belong to 
of Chriſt: Ergo, The majer is my third princi. 
ple, grounded on Rom. 11.17. And thus I have A 
1. by the Gentiles aſſumed into the place of the out 
ofthe fame are, and by partaking of priviled 
1 Aaſwer, I doe the fame Chur cb ſt te and Church 
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Ftom me, M- 


Vviledges that are not ty 
1117. they 
leaft what they had neither hath he, not can he diſprove it: for 
though he hold the ingraffing is more then inte the vifible 
Cburch, yet he denies not that they had thereby a viſible Church- 
ſtate too, pag. 71. Neither ſaitbh he, is a believing few toler in 
feed by the coming of Ciriſt: Sith this was a peculiar priviledge is 
tte tims of thas Church. late, which now ceafeth to l a: priviledge : 
| which he [faith he hath further difcuf, Examen part 3.6, f. which 


Ihave viewed again, and there finde that as here, ſo there he 
barely dictates without 7 which learned men cannot count 


ſatisfactoty, thus to defalk the Covenant of grace in the extent 
bol it ina thing where nothing typicall is ſhewed er can bbeQ 
Fer un feurib ſectan, if it be underftood of priftine Church. art 
he denies it, but be grants, rhe promife will be extended to them and 
ttleir feed : asthe text imports, Iſa. 59. 20. Why thenfay I, he grants 
t now under the Gofpel, children fhall be tinder the promiſo, 
which is but a branch of the Covenant) and what is chi but that 
Which he hath fo Riff:ly denyed, and which wéff:rt as the 
ground of the feal annext to it. Neitber (faith he) wil abere be two 
| * eftates, one of the Fews,of holy fat bers and children: another of 
Gentiles who have only perfonal priviledge, none for, their feed; But 
by bis leave this will follow, unleſſe he grant that the promiſe or 
Covenant is to Chriſtian Gentiles, and their feed too: and if he 
grant that, whether the ſeal of initiation will not follow the Co- 


venant, I leave tobe wei proofs ſet don in their places. 
to Chriftian Gentiles, there 


And unleſſe he grant this priviledge : 
will follow a partition — to make diſt inct conditions 
of under the — 2. 14. where 
Chriſt hath made a 
Chriſt ha jews 
sith; thechief difference s,Wlether the ingraſfing be into ibe %, 
clettion and faith, Al. Tombes affirmed, To 
NI. Adanfeall replies, thet if it be meant of the invifible Church 
‘only, and all that are ingraffed in the Apoſtles ſenſe: whether 
Jews and Gentiles, are only elect ones, Then will be promife 
plead this Scripture more 
motion Tel but in the repetition thet 


the 


picall, and this is plainly-proved by R 
are in their place in the Olive, and fo muſt injoy at 


+} 
* 
1 


1 
| 
* 
? 
— J 
* 
* 
7 
4 
‘ - 
i. 
* 
- 


e ĩingraſſing is inte the invifible Church by election and giving 
pase he leaves out the word one/p, wherein the whole emphafis 


M. Marfhalls offer lyes. He tells us again, that the fame people 
she hble Charch, but thein is more then 
phat which into the vi 


Church by outward prefeſſion and Qrdi- 
bave agai ted, that its meant to 

Of the vifible Chareh thet profetle, and thofeto be of the invifible 
Church that are elect and truly believe ? and this is h to es- 
ry thecanfe, that at leaſt the elect Gentiles by ingraffing, obtained 
ihe viſidle Church · ſtate of the broken off:andio theyanꝗ their chil · 
- dren are in Covenant as the broken off were; And thetefore I 
ſhould nat be ſo liberall in my grant,as M. Aarſbal to M. Tombes, 
inthis, whereinhe is an adveriary. M. Tombes brings many ar- 
2 that the ingraffing is meant into the invifible 
by election and faith, which 1 thall examine and diſco- 
ver, il he put in the word Lonely] they are too light, if not, theß 
reach not the gunſtian, the thing in queſtion: only fir I will pre- 
miſe an obſer vet ion. That it is an uſuall thing in Scripture, when 
it. ſpealaa of viſible Churches, though it is apparant ‘en did cone 
ſiſt of and bad : to give attributes that are to be underſtood 
not g ically nami 
the be for the whole, thus in the inferiptions of — 
All ——— 
peculiarly, 1 I. 1. Knowing beloved your election od 
So the ſeven Churches of 4/4, are — 
Ney we henee truly that there were none in any of the 
Gentile Churches but Saints, and that all the Angels and mem - 
bers of the feven Churehea ni Af were golden? He of Sardis, 
and all shat Were dead, Nevel. 3.5 Surely no, 
but thaſe thiogs aro attributed to viſble Churches becanfe ef the 
e lect ameng them, yet were not 


the elect ſpokerr to or of: 
arc: peculiat'to the clect, not that ne non. clect per for 
dad among thema fianding in the vifible: 


the invifible: but the expreſſions are uſed — — 
de. more noble part put for the whole 2 but how to the par- 
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ation mightbe, and in many Gentiles was 


poteram 
bentes, 


which may be withont election, 


1. Bacanfe it ui Gods fole power, Rom. ü 1.23. Lantwer, the 
ground is weak, for no man can give a man power ſo fat te 


believe as to profeffs, efpecially one blinded and bardened of 


God, but God alone: and was not the vifible Church- fate of the 


affing, 


2. Heargues, 


the ingrafiing called oppo- 


tte to caſting away, ver. 15. Which is calea breaking off, ver. 17. But 


this alſo is too weak for the caſt ing away and breaking, being but 
a loſſe of what they had, that is, viſible priviledges ; the reconcĩ- 


‘a vouchfafing 
r . eſtate, no longer to bereputed dogs as they 
3. He argues from ver. 20. By unbelief they were broben, but thon 
fandeft by faith. Lanfwer, Tho elect, by faith and profeffion, was 
both in the invifible and viſible Church: the formall, by appear - 
ance of faith ſtood in mens eſteem, and as members of the viſible 


Church. And to this purpoſe Calvins, part of whofe. ſpeech you 
afterward applaud; ‘Precipue not audum Pauli ſermonem von tam 


ad fingulos homines quam ad totum Cent ium corpus dirigi, in quo mu. 
prin quae 
„ That in affing meant, whereby the 
ter of the Olive tree, and 
fiir is kept the root But I anfwer, If the Olive 


the cle@ of ibem by faith really alfo, and hene this expreſſi- 
— 17. int — of what in profeſſion and fhew be- 


E 2 * 6. He 


4 


longish to all, and in teality war werified 


Jews, when all other Nations were without an act of Gods 
power only, nor could it be by man? So then a'fo their re- 
though many come to be members of'a vifible Chutch | 


givefatnes, L low ne other Olive but be that is the wine, into 
‘vbom all Chriftian Gentiles were ingraffed by profeffion, and 
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favration, ther 
75 He argues the ingraffing i 
lane, end gifts being 


Pert. 
4 8. Laftly, bec 


Scripture, when. 
| 

particular 


. Ne argues becenſe reingraffing brings ſalvat ion, but that io 
to ſome of the ineraffe<, not all, unicffe he thinks at the Jews ree 
{hall be none of them for maliſts and hypo- 


— 


by vertur of Gods election, bis 

bis gifts of calling, ver. 30.3 1,3 2. But I anſ ver the election, 

loch cece, as belong to bodies or nations: it 

is pot ſuch as M. Tombes means, which is election unto ſalvation 

by faith; Sith that belongs not to whole bodies or Nations, or 

not to all of them, and fo is attributed in regard of the better 


4 


che ingraffing the fruit of Gods merry, and 
breaking wnbelief, - Bat neither is tbis lat co- 


gent, fith. there is generall mercy to malte members of a vifible 
Church, as well as ſpeciall, to make membe 

tgeir unbelief Was not only: want of faving faith, but hiſtoricall 
faith to profeſſe, which later if they had had, they had not been: 
broken off, and therefote they that have it are ingtaff into the ir 


rooms, to ir joy that vifible ftandiag, which for want of it t 
lot. Thus M. Tabes his army of — 


roof the inviſible, and 


f artzuments are routed, and it 


zs tobe oꝶſerved, that in all his coneluſious ho leaves out the word 


opely, “which is the binge of the controver ſy, for we not cnly- 


dos not decy, but alſo pofitively affitm, that in fome the ine. 


graffing was by faith and election into the inviſible, as well as 


into the viſible. So 


pres it only ot t are admiſſion into viſible Chureh- memberſhip, 


exeluding the ingraffing into. the inviſidle, I prof: fle. I cannot: 


finde, and therefore b: lieve M,-Tombes hath 


ia tbat im 


putat ion 


wronged him. Fot the places that M. Tombes makes parallel,, 
gal. 3. 14,36 28.29. They art ſo 


in my spprebenfiar om conſirming his opinions that they ma- 
vifeſſix confirm my obſervition, touchin the expreſſions of 


they {peak of the viſible Church, in hien there 
they in tegard of the profeſſion of all, andithe: 


— 


3 
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d in Corinth, or Galatians were: 


— 


— 


(26) 


reilly iugtaff d into the body of Chrift, or had put him on 


Vet this is ſpoken of all, in regard this was true in all in 


oft 


en and appearance, and there were fome elect among them, of 


whom it was true really even fa we do, and are to interpter 
many phraſes urged by him in Rom,1 1. in this preſent 2 
ne 12 


The only objection of weigbt M. Taler, 


branches of the invifible Church are braken off, and ſo eliction made 


rexroc ile, and apoſt acy from grace maintained. This is an objecti- 


* 


on of weight indeed. but not the only obj:dtion: for there is an- 
other alſo as forcible, hinted alſo by me, pag.18. where I affirmy 
thaxthe Apoſtle ſpealis not of particular per ſons, but of the body of 
the Jews, and the body ofthe Gentiles that were Chriſtians cl 
Leétively, received into the room of the Jews broken off: and the 
body. ot the Gentiles. that received Chrilt by prof:ffion, were 


not all elect, but good and bad drawn together by the draw- 
net of the Gofpel. But ham doth he anſwet᷑ the weighty ob- 


— He boldly affrms, That the breaking eff, was of the branches 
thas Were truly ſuch, and of the ingraffing that was truly fach, into 
the igvifible Church. But may we not change the verſe and fay ?* 
—Pittoribus atg, ſaphiſtu, Quialibet andend, ce, Bat he brings 


an ally, That by the branches are not meant 2 perfons; but the 


peoples why then the people that were ingraffed into the igvifible’ 


Church were broken ott fo yet the iaviſible Church was prevailed 


tation will doe Kim. That which is ſaid ot people in a bedy, 


‘ 
* 


> 


age inſt in his fenfe : therefore I kpow not what belp this lin- 


muſt be true in ſome particulars of that body: fo if the body of 
the people truly ingraff:d into the inviſible Church were broken 
eff. this muſt be tiue in ſome ſingular perſons. Befides, how ap- 
parantly croſſe is M. his aſſertion tothe Apoſtle, Rem. in. 
1,2. Harh God caft.avvay, bis people ? God forbids Cod hath ce: 


bis people bat he forekxem, So you fee the pec ple that make 


the burch are not broken oll. What M. Tombes addes 


drouchsag the body of apcople mie Were once the elect peagle' 
into the inviſil ls the ge nera 


lay were ſucb, that wa err te fay. they are brokga off from - 


— 


— 


— 
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comprehended under a viſible 
and to ſay a Church is broken off from that election which is ſpe - 
Ciall, and to grace which was once elect, and from being the in- 
viſible Church that was once the invifible Church, is ſure a moſt 


cCoucei ve) doth not oonſider. Blection is either generail 


but it is only from what they hadęo be 


̃ — — 


tor we enquire not here whge 


draoches brolen cif; Tho numerieall br 
oed by bim + for proof; pg. 77. from 


* * 
* 


G9) 


inta the invifible Church, whereas the inviſible Church 
body, as chaffe under wheat 


grand errour. For ſpeciall election to grace and glory, which 


males any people of the inviſidle Church, is a foundation of God 


that remains ſure, againſt which, the gates of hell cannot pre- 
vail. The thing which oceaſioneth M. Tanbet his errour, is 
want of conſideration of a diſtinction, which M. Temes very 
well knowes, but thorow cag«rnzs to maintain his tenet (as I 


or ſpeci- 


All: ſo is reprobation generall, election and reprobation is of bo- 
dies ar ſocistios : and thiã is only iu reference to viſible Churches, 


inwhich is cantaindd the inviſible : thus God is often {aid to chuſe 
the Nation oi the ie Deu 4. 3 7. & 10. 15. That is the body 
of his people to be his viſible Chur ch, in which indeed was con- 
tained tho invjſible. Now oppoſite to this gener all election, is 
genetall tæprobation, whereby a people are cut otf, or caſt out of 
tbe hanont of being Gads vifible kingdom, and fo without hope 
to hs of thesnyifible: ſo then the breaking off of the Jews, was 
only frown this generall election, and their reprobatiun gencrall, 


ot Gods vifible people; But now there is a fpeciall 


t perfons tobe the invifible Church, and this is 


never atteibuted ta a vifible body, (unleſſo fyneehdochically and 
aft his — — 


bodies, one the people that Ged foreknew, the other et 


wereof the invifible, theetherot the vifible Chae 


yg: Thole oppoſite were broken*off, the whole body of then, 
viſidle members, not from’ 
what then hed not, to wit to be of the invifible: and therefore 

7 77 
wera doe with the ſpeeies of U/rarl, but with — 
anches ‘graff:din 


Me partskers of, or to fall from. 
The Apolſtle, Rom. 11. divides the Church of the’ Jews into two 


24. were not they 
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(3 1) | 
* in his opinion, into the inxiſible Church, and then if in 
ſenſe the numerieall branches be broken off, they be —— 
off from the invifible Church, and then they fell from grace, 
The Apoſtle fhews not there, that the branches were broken of, 
from what the ſpecies ofthe people had had in former times, but 
from what they had at the time of breaking off, and that was on- 
jy a viſible ftanding in the Chureb, by vertue of Gods generall dle- 
ion, which then they loft: and by this diftinétion of general 
end particular election, uſed by ( alvin himſelf, 11.3, cap, 21. in- 
frit. and Perkins on Aevel. 2.9. you way fee the ſenſe of your u- 
thours, they {peak — fay of the body of Jews and Gentiles, 
re 


and ſo the election probation which they fpeak of is gent 
rall, to be or not to be a vifible Church, and ſo alterable : not that 
ſpeciall election and ion which is moro immoveable then 


heaven and earth, of which the queſtion is between you and us. 
And thefe words of mine will doe you as little good: that holi- 
nes, Rom 11.16, is meant of potentiall holines in regard of Gods 
election, for thereby I only underſtand Gods purpoſe revealed, 
to tale the feed of the Jews to be bis vifible Church once again, 
and no ether fenfecan it have, fith the prefent branches were fo 
many of them unholy. Thus have } anfwered M. Tombes his 
large diſſertation, which again ferioufly commend unto him; 
being not a little grieved, to fee fo much ability and induſtry eaft 
away, to darken manifeft truth in my 


* 
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Pe V II. R 
If berein mf fourth Argument for Infant Bapti{ma 


Arooment ran thus · 
Children of believers até! Saints. 


pars is again bis diftintHion of vifible 


atic 10 1 as before, by informing Him that known 


u as much as 
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he is-vifibly fo qualified he may challenge, if his qualificati- 
on be any other way; And therefore is a Saint judged 

to have right to Baptifme as a vifible Saint, becauſe by ſomething 
diſcerneable to ſenſe, he is known to be a Saint, and then if by 
evidenge from the Word any be known to be Saints, they may be 
Baptized : but that Infants are, by 1 Cor. 7. 14. So unleſſe M. H. 
viſons anſwer to the minor, be more ſolid then his denyall of the 


2. Hi affirms, that the holineffe afcribed to children, cane 
of faderal bolineffe : as the" Mation f the Jews were holy, 


vifible, Church having right to Church-priviledges as I expound 
I. Becaufe the wife is ſaid to be fanBified to, or by the husband, as 
Wel a the. children i the word in tube Original i the fame: Now be 
thinks will not call unbelieving wifea Caan. 
Ianſwer, The unbelteving wile is not ſaid to be ſanctiſied ab- 
Lolutely, bus in or to the believing husband, that is, (as he con- 
feſſeth) as meats which are not made hely in themiſelves, bat 
tothe belicver, and therefore cannot be called holy. But the 
childten axe ſaid not to be ſanctiſied to another, but to be 
ftthat is in themſelves, as our Divine anſwers Bellarmize, lib. 1. 
. Bat. cap 4. With whom how often doe you ſymbolze? But 
ile word in the Origin all the fame, but that is plainly falfe, 
for one is a verb witha propoſition, d, that may and 
fignißie an act on the unbeliever, in reference to another: 
is an Ad jective. a concrete word that imports a quality 
anbærent in the party, , So wo want both truth and skill in 
this affertion, that the Originall word is the fame. And fo is 
che aſſertion following falſe alſo, shat we must Ait many ſuch, as 
‘ the Infidel wiſe in our National Church: for we neither muſt, not 
Bod admit any, but thoſe that profeſſ: futh in Chriſt, no more 
the unbelieving bnsband can by gent- 
cenreigb ne more to huchildren, ben to luis unbelieving wifi, 
Dot this is jut to beg the queſtion, which we affirm, he barely 
wie we give reaſen. The Covenant is wich fathers. and 
doe wich che hysband.and his wife : by vertue of that Cove. 
begetteth, conveigbheth more tohis childe 


then 


Ss 


— 
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then to his wife. But ſalrb be, let ms feriouly eonfider, doth-a be: 
lieder beget a childe us abelever, or as aman? i | 

born of ile flefois Be 
I anfwer, Did a em beget a childe as 2 Pew, or 28 U man? not 
as a lem: for then only Jews could beget children? Yet did a fen 
I hope by vertue of Gods Covenant, conveigh to his childe 
Charch-priviledges : hischilde was a Ie by birth, Gal. 2. 11 
So may a childe by vertue of Gods Covenant, be repnted a Chri- 
ſtian by birth, in regard of Charch-priviledges. But more clofe- 
ly : A man corrupt doth beget children as a mar, or as @ corrupt 
man’: not as acorrupt man, for then he could not have begotten 
children had he ftood innocent: but if as aman, whence is his 
childe corrupt ? The anſ wer muſt be, by vertue of the Covenant 
of works, under which Adam ſtood in Paradife asthe head of 
mankinde, for breach of which every naturall branch of 
is now born corrupt, Rom. 5. 1 1. So though a believer beget a 
childe as aman, nay more as onc of the corrupt iffue of Adam, 
and fo confidered,the iſſue is corrupt : yet, as the believer is ander 
another Covenant, that imparts priviledges to him and his feed i 
his feed may injoy that priviledge which the Covenant contains, 


and fo may be reputed holy, belonging to the people of God, which 
. Next, M. H. gives us a j: jane in i of his own, with- 


the children are boly to the believing parry, 
at alt other diſpenſations of — providence are, Whereas here t 

children are not ſaid to be holy tothe parent, but abſolutely, that 
i, in themſelves. And according to Rom. 8. which be quoteth 
for proof or illuſiration : things unclean, even the fins of the called 
according to Geds purpofe, are turned to good to humble them, 
and fit them for more grace, and therefore this is tbo low a fenſe, 
and reachech not che Apoſtles meaning, Thus hath he deſerted 
M. Tombes, who backt his opinion with ſome probability, that 
he did errare cum ranione: and without any anſwer to any of out 
reafons : he hath rejected our expofition, and propoſed one of his 
own which he hath left to thift for it lelf without proof. Doth 
this become the confidenee M. Harifon hath of his ability, to | : 


defend his tenet againft any opponent ?- Touching this place, . 
Fombes in his Apology addes not but only one ne» | 
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— „with which if every man were as well 
| 2 ithout doubt. explode as he faith, .the expoſition of 

I 2 14 oF æderall holines: but let us try the validity of it. 

If she reafan, (lach he) p.96, of she lamſulues of two perſ uu diving to- 

gether in difparity of religion, be taken from she uertus of faith inthe one 

party, not from the ee aud wife, a M. Marſhallss 

cxpofision mali it, I be medium of the Apoſtie to prove the Lay 

of ile living believing wife, With an unbelseving husband, will as 
Well prove the lamfulues of the living of a believing fornscatrix, with an 
unbelieving fornicator. I anfwer, if all the reaſon of the la w fulnes 

| of a believing wife with an unbelieving husband, were from the 

eit h of the belicser,there were ſome ſtrength inthis conſequence: 

but that we make not all the reafon, for the feruple wasinthe — 

whether not withſtanding their lawfull marriage, 
might lawfully live together: yes ſaith the Apoſtle, the un- 

believer (in the uſe of marriage) for ſo it muſt be unde rſtood, is ſan- 

Gtified to the believer elie, & c. fo that marriage is the grounu - 

work, which fatisficd not their conſciences, for fo were they, 

Bara g. & 10, Net Was the holy feed polluted, but now faith the 

Apoſtle, the unbelie ver is ſanctiſied to tho believer, ee, So then 


plesſed as himéclf,. 


Th at man and wife may law 
ſanctiſied to the other, and 
4 ans, (in morall things) The laſt 
. is the pechliar of believers: if either be —— 
led. and will be diſquieted. Now the ſanctifieat ion here to qui- 


me et their eonſeiences, is an addition to the law of marriage, com. 
mayo with ch em to heathens, and ſo we ought not to fever the la · 


argument. 


De partics that may awfülly dive together On this Ground, are 
sofed te be man and wife. And bis aer propoelition muſt be: 
* 


is overthrown without de 


argument eny ing baltards to 
Whereinmy fourth argument If. 


Ms cumeifion doth agrec; Baptiſme doth agree: eircumci ʒon 
doth agree to Infants; Ergo, The major is proved, beczuſe Ba- 
ptiſme doth fueceed:cireumcifion in the fame place, ſtate, and fig- 
nification in the new adminiftration, that circumeiſiom hadi in the 
ald, 11, 12. Adi Harri ſon demies, thareivcumeifion 
and Baprilme do feal fame Covenant, anſwer, circumciſion 
Wasa ſcal of the Covenant made with Alrabam, and that is the 
ſame made: with us Chriftians; or elſe how en we by faith be 
made children of Abrabam? And how could tha Prophet argue 
f:om the Covenant made with 4b abam, that Chrittians are fultit 
ſted by faith, not the worksof tho la, as hedoth, Gah 3, 16, 1 7, 
auleſſe we hach the fame Covenant? and ofour Covenant Baprif 
meisthefeal. 2, the feak of remiffion 


But dotknetthe far; that eircumciſion wasthe feel 
— of amd that implicsremiftion of 26 


. berplainly thews im bringing as proofs. of juttification’ by 

r. M. H. rabau the ſeal i 


as our Di vines 2: in N. Apoltles 

argument from ermple to us which not argumens 

tative in any thin pecnuliar to I woald 

had none: fell a it shalt not: it ſesled th 


= 


Nehteouſues of faith. Again there being ina Satrament an out- 
— figne and an inward grace, and t under the old Teſta- 5 
ment as well as the new, (as Proteftants maintain againſt Papiſts) 
T would know of him whether the circumciſion of the heart, 
Den. 30.6. Rom. 2. 29. Cohs.1t, were not the grace anfwete 
ing the figne in circumcifion ? and whether that did not import 
tze putting away the filth of nature by juftification, and regenera- 
tion ? and foincluded remiffion of ſins? 4. H. preceeds, If Iman, 
shat as circumciſion was a Sacrament of the ulli T eStament, 
of the new, &c. I anſwer, I mean as I fay : Baptiſme was the Sa- 
crament ot initiation under the New, as cireumciſion undet the 
Old: and therefore as the one was fet to all ( ſeleable) within Co- 
venant: ſo the other. Vet will it not hence follow, that children 
muſt therefore have the Lords Supper, becauſe that is the Sacra- 
men: of growth. corte 


bij 


ai meitesnin 
Io the place, Col. 2. 11, AL) H. faith it doth :more prove 
Baptifmetofuccesd circumcifion, then Noahs Ark, or the red Sea, 
But he might have feen my anfwerto M. Tombes, that there is 
not the ſamo reaſon of theſe, for circumeifion was an Ordinance 
inordinary uſe, the ſamen ture, vertue and ſtate that Baptiſme, 
An being the es Sacrament of initiation, and fo is mate proper- 
y faid to be ſucceeded by Baptiſme. Bar (N. H. faith, thar the A. 
poftle Speaks of circumci ſion, to foew th oloffians that they were come 
Mu in brift &c. I anſwer, that's true, but that's 
net all: the A poſtle ſhews they needed not the elements of the 
world, whereof cireumcifion was one : and why? 


d not only becauſe 
they had ſpiritnall cireumeiſion, but had it ſealed by Baptiſme; 


Se Baptifme is in the ſame ſtate, and ſupplies the ufe of cireumci- 
fon, to feat and apply Chr iſt to juſtification and vegeneration: and 
this is a manifeſt proof of my collection, from Col, 2. 11, t 2. and 

tore ſulject, because John the Baptif would not Ban 
ciremmaiſed Without further qualification, Ihave 
anſwered ready to M. Temsbes in pag. 10. It was becauſe 
me ina {cal in a new adminiftration : and ſo parties to be Baptiſed, 
were to he nuder the nem adminiſtration, as well as in Covenant. 
And thercfereacither Jobe the Baptift, nor the Apoſtles, 4 
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ptifc Jews). till: by their do rine they were broughe- indo: 
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eaufethe grace of the new Feftamens leffe then m- 


M* fifth argument was framed thus. If Children of Chriſtian 
1 A parents be excluded from the Covenant and ſeal of initiation, 
whereby their ſeparation from the world it maniteſted: then are 
the priviledges under the new Teſtament, leſſe then under the old: 
But this is not to be 2 H. returns anfwer by a 


fetch about, premiſing three things, 1. That the Coen 
made with the flefaly feed, as ſucl, under Teftamens Was mecrly 
y. & c. But Lanfwer, theres no fuch Covenant extent: no 
diſtinct Covenant with the fleſhly feed diſt inct from rhe ſpirituall. 
His miſinter pretation of Gen. 7. from ver. y. to 15. for that pur- 
poſe I have convinced of vanity in clearing my firſt argument. 
‘There was a Covenant indeed that had divers priviledges. given 
to Abraum, and continued to a viſible Church of kis feed, w 
in were parties of diff cent condition: Spme carnal, ſome ſpiri- 


tuall. Now to the carnall, though ſpirituall things were repre- 
ſented and offered, yet they only partook of carnall and externall 


priviledges : but the elect partookof the ſpirituall priviledges alſo. 


and chaffe, carnall and ſpirituall Chriſtia 


And ſo is it now in the viſible Churches of Cbriſtians, where are 


* 


feed, iti wholly Sirituali the 


ene wel with ( brift in was ne ver mate With any fi-fo- 


gue and fanttion Spiritual, &cc. apperé 


8 taining only to a piritual ſcea, &c. But this is a manifeſt untruth in 


o 


mifapplied : tor is Baptiſe any more a fpicituall 
. Have all that are g aptiſed put on Chriſt 


2 Areall Baptiſed (yea in an un- 
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not Churches iuch a diſtiuction of 
and Baptifme, as there was of Jews and circumciſion, Rem 2. 
38,29 Do not Simon (Magus and daily experience thew it? 


True i€ is, that thofe that are not by enen only, but really 3 


faith Children of they aa ſpitituall, & c. but this is but 


. there 


2. 


the inviſible Chyrchander the vifible, no w. as it was in 
becauſo t 


M. H. premifeth, 3. That the Covenant’ Ye mor 


&c, 
Lif} inbut for an evaſion. Heknows! mean not a 
but am en tarnail 
Cbtiſt, of he cher is not, is without in a ovdutary 
way witbaut Gad, and. withnut hope inthe world, Bpleſ 2. 12. 
te denudoour children, and to make their condition as 
28 Tanks, is agroad difeombent, and ſtraitning the grace 
the Covenant: when a} awit Childe did dieß Was 
thetrof a Cu thilde? See x San. 
hope but fret the Covenant with the 


17. euti30.6, And is that a carnall priviledge that 
give 1 So then M. H. — | Infaats to be 


within Covenant, defalkes or curtailt the {hirituall vilodges ot 
then his aut wer is 


‘and whence that 


AT Gxth hay 
f-qkofthe c Covenann 


priviicdge to be of che viſible kingdom of 
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That we have fer Infants. Ergo. The minor I make 
three poſitions. od 1 Dp Bod by 
1. Children ara capable of the grace of the Covenant. 

3 · Becauſe the children of believers are externally und 
Covenant of grace. 2) | 82 


1. Thejudgement of charity muft-be guided by arule; and be knows 
none, but Mat. 7. 20. By their fraits you them. It 
hath forgotten 1 Cor. 13.5, 6. . where he might have read many 
more rules of charity. J¢ believeth al things, hoperh al things t that is, 
wherein there is any fair ground, and that I have (hewed for the 
grace of the Covenant to be in Infant. 
But ſaith Harriſon, blowerh Where it Iiſtetb, Joh. 
3.8. Where it ij not limited to ebildren of belisvderi, more then sinbelic~ 
vers, Anſw. The fpiritbloweth where it liſteth, doth it there. 
fore blow no more in the miniftery of the Gofpel, then in Philos 
ſophieall lectures ? No more in the Church then out of it ? You. 
will not fay it; for the ſpirit that is free; hath limited it ſelf by 
miſe, to blow ordinarily more in one exerc ſe then another, 
in one fociety then another, and fo to one feed then another, Deus. 
30,6. Iſa 59. a1. M. H. faith, Simon Magus did appear a belie- 
ver : but that hindets not my affertion, viz, that profeſſion is only 
2 ground for judgement of not certainty; as appesred in 
Simon Magus, who by his pr in charity, was judged to 
have hat he had not. 
For his fecond demanding proof, — bronghe to 
were of believing parents. Why clic were they brought to 
he would they ctitr their children to Chrift, that did not 


That which M. H. ſaitht 


es believe in him? 
birdy, Touching Clriſis omnifciency, 

peint. Sith we in admitting to ordi 

of certainty, but 


ordinanecs, proceed not 


then of unbelievers, I know not, nor I am perfwaded doth - 


II. g e) why then there's no more: hops of a Chriftians child” 


dying; 


Here M. Haren anfwers not punctuilly, but in four parti. 

befides th i 

upon judg 

A. Harriſon addes Fourthly, thut children had grace atin- 


lowets. 


ing in innecency, then of a Turks, which I have thewed 
and difmall to parents: yet bec auſe they cannot) act i: 
by action. oy profeffion, iti us ground of adminiftration of Boptiſme: 
wherein, 
I. He differs from M. Tombet. Be 
2. From the truth: for what is the reall» ground of claim 
to ſeals, but being within Covenant, or having the grace to 
be fealed ? Which if it come to my knowledge any way by 
ttuits, or teſtimeny et Gods Word; Who can forbid water 
to thoſe that have received the hely Ghoſt as well as we? 
A4. 10.4%. As the Apoſt 
of the Covenant tber. 
And thus I have cleared the fixth argument from M. Har- 
riſen, who in this laſt anſwer doth fo needleſſy inculcate the 
hopeleſneſſe of Chriſtian Infants (for grace and glory ate con- 
nox) that if he bave no more comfortable divinity, I thall 
not envy; but wonder at, and pity the multiplicity of his fol- 


. Tombes sakes notice of this fixth pig. tot, and 


le argues from evidence of the grace 


10% And there denies both the major and the minor: And de- 


nyes Act. 10.47. to be a 2 of the major, which I have al- 


ready made good to M. Harrifon. The Sacrament is à feal of 


the Covenant and the grace of it. B.ptifme is not to ſeal 
profeſſion of faith, but the righteoufnes of faith properly i and 
thereforo 1 conceive the true why Baptiſme was ad- 
miniſtred on profeſſion of faith, becanfe that profeſſien was 
an evidence 
Covenant, which it is not in judgement of certainty, but cha- 
_ tity. 2 a3. Simon Magus his cafe cleareth, If then by any o- 
ther evidence we have eauſe to judge in charity, that there is 
grace, and chat they are within the Covenant: this gives ti- 
tis to the feal, becaufe it contains the ground 
on of faich gives claim to the feal, M. Tombes makes Gods 
revelation of true ſanctifiestion a ground for Baptifme, for this, 
he hath neither precept nor example in Scripture, for ae 
might dee, all. chat they 42.10.47. are fiid to doe. The ground 
of his aſſertion therefore I think muſt be, becauſe true ſancti · 
fication is that whereot profeffion is an evidence, and that but 
conjecturall 
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ths rightcoufnefls of faith: and being in te 
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or charitable, not certain, and fach an evidenes 


from other grounds of Scriptures, Why ſhould i 

Fer AH. Tombea bre denyall of minor, be afirms; 
of charity te be taken from 4 mans 
own atlions, becaufe she Apaftle faithy charity believeth all things, 
1 Cor. 13. 7. But how theſe words prave his affertion (whieh 
I. deny) I Know not, but have ſhewed in anſwer to M. He- 
riſen, rule for charity in this point from the following words, 


charity, 


hopeth all things, The ground of this judgement. 
I I draw not from any one of my three. mentioned 
in the laying daun m argument 2 but all three toge- 


ther; Which MA. Tombes /aith, can onely produce conjettural 
bope, which often mifcarryeth: and ſo much they doc amount 
to, and that is the thing that I affert, for the judgement of 
charity is but a conjecturall hope, being oppoſed to demon- 
{trative certainty. | 
Thus I have done with M. Harrifon, whofe book hath gi- 
ven me fit occafion, without digrefling from the preſent mate 
ter, to anfwer all thofé’patages in M. Tambes his Apology 
for the manner of hig ceitiſe, where he takes occaſion large- 
ly and materially te di fend the. matte Of it: For his boalts 
What he bath in this controvetſy, without ani wer ing 
Our reaſons to the I hope be moved 
with them, till theg haye tyed them, Gy comparing wri- 
ting with writing, und Kaſon wl seafon, and then I tear 
not the iſſſe. Now de make ſhe w of more then 
he performeth: I will content my ſelf to thew in one par- 
ticular which is the firſt: and pf 7 fmall confequence, it is 
bis Epiltle Dédicatory, ‘and that fo Partiamenr-men the Au. 
ten ſo wuch ground, that the doctriae of the Di- 
diſarowed by two of bis moſt cminent Antago- 


rect 
ies, for which be hath (chat I know) no other greund, 


then becauſe we interpret the Directory according to the 


And not as M. Tombes would have it, 


conceive) to be underſtood in that 
in the. 


intent: 


minde of the compilers; 


(Raking the words as (1 
ich (I believe) he himſelf w2s not 
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inte tion ‘compilers. Sure I am, that fünny of the 1 
‘Affembly have affuted me in ptiipte, that they intended the 
expre ſſions queftioned by M. Temes, in no‘other ſenſe ent 

By one crimination judge of all. But the carri- 

age in this I-hope will malte all more wary. in giving cre 
dence to his other confident affertions, O that the Lord 

would pity us under this ſaddeſt e 
ments, and make uscuf one minde, 

N this: tharp affliction as ufefall tg 
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